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Abstract: 
 
We first discuss the notion of social entrepreneurship and how it extends beyond its geopolitical 
confines. This includes the various definitions of being a social entrepreneur, mission, 
opportunities and challenges. While the field of social entrepreneurship is moving forward 
globally, there still lacks a measure of social entrepreneurship. We test an 11-item measure of 
social entrepreneurship using a sample of social entrepreneurs and general entrepreneurs in order 
to examine the reliability and validity of a new measure of social entrepreneurship. We find 
support for the convergent and divergent validity of the instrument as well as differences 
between social entrepreneurs and general entrepreneurs. We also find very good levels of 
internal consistency for the scale. Implications for future research are discussed. 
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Article: 
 
1 Introduction 
 
The mission of the entrepreneur has been to create wealth and business growth (Carraher and 
Welsh, 2015). Accomplishments of these individual entrepreneurial missions result in additional 
benefits to members of society, whether intended by the entrepreneur or not (Welsh and 
Carraher, 2009). For instance, customers benefit because they are able to fill a need through the 
purchase of a product or service, while venture capitalists, lenders, and shareholders benefit by 
attaining returns on investments or interest through the entrepreneur’s business (Grimmer et al., 
2015; Lee et al., 2007; Peng et al., 2014; Peng et al., 2010). In addition, employees benefit by 
earning income through the business’s growth and prosperity (Carraher, 2011; Yamakawa et al., 
2013). As a result of this, employees then may become customers that have purchasing power to 
buy goods and services that entrepreneurs produce (Williams et al., 2008). Over time, some 
entrepreneurs begin to focus on a new, specific mission towards improving society (Miller et al., 
2012; Soriano et al., 2015). This new mission helps to develop and define social 
entrepreneurship. Mair and Marti (2006) propose a broad, working definition of social 
entrepreneurship which is a ‘process involving the innovative use and combination of resources 
to pursue opportunities to catalyze social change and/or address social needs’ (Carraher and 
Welsh, 2015, p.370). 
 
In today’s society, the role of social entrepreneurship is vastly increasing through both non-profit 
and for-profit businesses (Letaifa, 2015). Society’s desire for philanthropy has created many new 
opportunities for entrepreneurs (Castellanos et al., 2015; Welsh, 2014). Ethics and a focus 
towards the common good are key concepts that are vital in today’s business world (Lee et al., 
2011; Peng, 2001). Dees’ (1998) definition of a social entrepreneur is a change agent in the 
social sector who adopts a mission to create and sustain social value, who engages in continuous 
innovation, and who exhibits a higher accountability both to constituents and outcomes (Welsh 
and Krueger, 2009). Success of entrepreneurs such as Andrew Carnegie, Henry Ford, and Bill 
Gates created both personal wealth and public wealth. Although these three were not social 
entrepreneurs, their innovations greatly enhanced society and their products aided in the progress 
and advancement of an improved society (Mair et al., 2006; Selladurai and Carraher, 2014). The 
Bill and Melinda Gates Foundation has made a major difference worldwide in advancing the 
health and education for all, an inspiring social entrepreneurship mission (Certo and Miller, 
2008; Selladurai and Carraher, 2014; Stallworthy et al., 2014). In this paper, we examine the 
development of a generalizable measure of social entrepreneurship. Entrepreneurship enables 
one to become both wealthy while improving society at the same time (Certo and Miller, 2008; 
Peng et al., 2000). Therefore, what motivates one to become a social entrepreneur instead of an 
entrepreneur for a profit seeking venture? (Sullivan et al., 2009a) Can social entrepreneurship 
invigorate society in ways that conventional entrepreneurship cannot? (Carraher et al., 2014; 
Peredo and McLean, 2006, Welsh, 2014) Can we measure social entrepreneurship? (Welsh and 
Tullar, 2014) We first discuss the concept of social entrepreneurship and provide a general 
framework for measuring social entrepreneurship. We then provide hypotheses about what we 
believe that we’ll find in terms of the characteristics of the scale. This is followed by a 
description of the samples and then a description of the instrumentation used. Then we present 
the findings and discuss them in terms of current and past theory and research. Before 
concluding the paper we then make suggestions for future research. 
 
1.1 Social entrepreneurship 
 
Social entrepreneurs pursue goals and objectives that relate to solving specific problems within 
the social economy (Dees, 1998). Although they possess similar characteristics to conventional 
entrepreneurs, they are more concerned with satisfying social needs rather than commercial 
needs (Roberts and Woods, 2005). Similar to conventional entrepreneurs, social entrepreneurs 
should be innovative, creative, and motivated to pursue their venture. Characteristics between the 
two types of entrepreneurs are very similar; however, differences fall in the purpose and 
motivational aspects (Spais and Beheshti, 2015). While the conventional entrepreneur is 
concerned with making money and growing their business, the social entrepreneur is concerned 
with satisfying a social need and helping society to be better than it was yesterday (Welsh and 
Krueger, 2013). Social entrepreneurs believe that there is more to life than business and making 
money. Caring for people and providing them with opportunities are critical components towards 
the progression of a better world. 
 
Social entrepreneurs face many of the same challenges that conventional entrepreneurs face 
(Castro and Cepeda, 2015). They must develop a business plan and execute it successfully. In 
addition, they must attain the necessary resources to start their venture (Welsh and Pendleton, 
2006). If they are unable to do this, then failure will be imminent. Sharir and Lerner (2006, p.7) 
wrote that it is essential ‘to the founding and establishing of any social venture are the 
individuals and groups with the vision, drive, and perseverance to provide answers to social 
problems and needs, whether educational, welfare, environmental or health related’. These 
individuals or groups should spend a considerable amount of time and energy towards defining 
the vision, mission, and strategies of the social venture (Memili and Welsh, 2013). They should 
also outline specific goals and objectives for the social venture. Social entrepreneurs should 
pursue proper strategies in order to provide answers to specific societal problems or needs. They 
should formulate the strategies in a clear and effective manner. In addition, they should gather 
sufficient resources to start and operate the new venture. Society should be able to easily 
comprehend the entrepreneur’s offerings so that it may realise the potential benefits. Once the 
social entrepreneur entertains each of the preceding factors, then initial entry into the market will 
be the next critical step. The appropriate timing of initial entry is a key element in attaining the 
forecasted results and goals (Peng et al., 2015; Welsh et al., 2006). 
 
Social entrepreneurship has been labelled ‘caring capitalism’ because the achievement of 
relevant social goals relies on competitiveness in the marketplace (Hibbert et al., 2005). Similar 
to conventional entrepreneurship, social entrepreneurs must first identify their competition and 
then develop strategies for competing effectively. Furthermore, they must realise that 
competition is not limited to non-profit or social-oriented competition (Dees, 1998). Next, we 
examine the components of the social entrepreneurship model which we have adopted from Dees 
(1998). His model calls for five facets of a unidimensional social entrepreneurship concept that 
can be turned into 11 items. Dees (1998) says that social entrepreneurs serve as change agents 
(change agents or world changers) who: (1) adopt a mission to create and sustain social value 
(have a mission), (2) recognise and pursue new opportunities to serve their mission (take action), 
(3) engage in a process of adaptation, innovation, and learning (active education), (4) are not 
limited by the resources they currently possess (resources), and (5) have a sense of accountability 
to those served and the outcomes created (results/outcomes). 
 
1.2 Adopting a mission to create and sustain social value (not just private value) 
 
Social entrepreneurs are becoming more and more like traditional entrepreneurs; however, their 
difference lies in their mission (Selladurai and Carraher, 2014). Social entrepreneurs are 
concerned with creating and maintaining social value, while traditional entrepreneurs are 
concerned with maximising profits and growth (Letaifa, 2015). Furthermore, social 
entrepreneurs do not establish purely philanthropic organisations nor do they establish purely 
commercial ones (Herman and Rendina, 2001). They establish organisations that are uniquely in 
the middle of this spectrum. In fact, with the limitations placed on philanthropic organisations, 
they tend to lean closer to commercial establishments at times. Nevertheless, social entrepreneurs 
remain focused on improving society and helping those that are unable to assist themselves 
(Welsh and Al-Fahim, 2006). Whether they establish profit or non-profit businesses, social 
entrepreneurs are willing to forgo profits and growth for a higher social value (Welsh et al., 
2006).  
 
As stated earlier, the intent of social entrepreneurship is to enhance society; however, Cook et al. 
(2003) argue that the Social Entrepreneurship Movement (SEM) is based on two major false 
premises and also has some alarming implications with regard to unemployment and welfare. 
They believe that proposals established through the SEM do not provide solutions to 
unemployment or welfare but instead threaten potential solutions posed by other entities. Their 
argument is well-organised; however, they seem to interpret social entrepreneurship as being 
based on the premise of curing mass unemployment and solving all welfare problems. 
Unfortunately, social entrepreneurship is unable to solve all of society’s problems rather its 
design is to aid in reducing such problems. In addition, social entrepreneurs do not necessarily 
intend to replace government programs but to distinguish themselves or supplement other 
programs. Social entrepreneurship establishes a motive for enhancing society through the 
innovativeness and resourcefulness of individuals or groups (Sullivan et al., 2009b). These 
individuals or groups create new and improved ways for tackling society’s problems similar to 
the way conventional entrepreneurs create new and innovative products that enrich, advance, and 
promote an improved society. 
 
1.3 Recognising and pursuing new opportunities to serve their mission 
 
Currently, the opportunities for social entrepreneurs are increasing relative to increases in 
societal needs (Carraher and Welsh, 2015). Many entrepreneurs are acknowledging these 
opportunity increases by establishing themselves in the social arena (Welsh and Krueger, 2013). 
Their dreams of benefiting society can become a reality through the establishment of not-for-
profit organisations (NFPs). As more and more entrepreneurs become interested in starting social 
entrepreneurial ventures, the barriers to entry become greater and competition rises. ‘Today 
NFPs are operating in a highly competitive environment that is characterized by increasing needs 
in their target communities, and a generally tighter funding environment with growing 
competition for donors and grants’ (Weerawardena and Mort, 2006, p.21). Society has a greater 
social need than ever before; however, society will select the organisations that best match their 
needs. 
 
Commercial providers, NFPs, and other social entrepreneurs realise that there is a large 
opportunity for them to accommodate society’s needs and, thus, are entering into the market. 
Their entrance leads to increasing competition and the unwillingness of consumers to accept 
products and/or services of social entrepreneurs that are substandard (Welsh and Carraher, 2011) 
due to increased expectations (Buckley et al., 1998; Buckley et al., 2002). The market demands 
that NFPs are society-oriented similar to the way for-profit businesses are consumer-oriented. 
Similarly, donors and providers of grants are tightening their funding allocations to the 
organisations that they feel are best suited to satisfy society’s needs. In the past, many NFPs and 
Non-Governmental Development Organisations (NGDOs) depended on public resources 
provided through these donors and grantors to help support their mission. The tightening and 
diminishing allocations from these providers created a shift in financial dependence for many 
social entrepreneurs (Castellanos et al., 2015). Currently, ‘non-profit making organizations are 
being challenged to reduce their expectations of tax-based funding for social ends and to 
generate more self-finance for their operations’ (Fowler, 2000, p.645). Although this self-
reliance takes away one benefit of entering into an NGDO, it provides social entrepreneurs with 
a greater motivation and interest in their organisation’s future success.  
 
Social service non-profit organisations are no longer operating in the comfortable environment 
that they once knew. Finance competition and globalisation are all factors that pressure these 
organisations to change their strategies and adapt to a new, more challenging environment. 
Similarly, trends are changing from a sector once dominated by these traditional social service 
non-profit organisations to one that requires a more entrepreneurial approach. Barriers are high, 
but opportunities are higher for those that are creative, innovative, and resourceful. Social 
entrepreneurs must respond to the changing environment that affects their organisation’s sector 
by designing new ways to create value for their organisation (Lasprogata and Cotton, 2003). If 
they are able to create value, then their organisation will be better equipped to meet the growing 
needs of society. Social entrepreneurs can create value in many unique ways. Some social 
entrepreneurs create value by involving those that are less fortunate in the operations of the 
organisation. For instance, one British publisher sells its magazines to the public through 
homeless people (Welsh and Carraher, 2011). This enables homeless people to earn an income 
without receiving a handout. Other social entrepreneurs are searching new untapped markets 
where they can contribute to a cause by using Information and Communication Technologies 
(ICT) or by breaking through domestic barriers. 
 
1.4 Acting boldly without being limited by resources on hand and exhibiting a sense of 
accountability to the constituencies serves and for the outcomes achieved 
 
Christie and Honig (2006, p.1) note ‘social entrepreneurship is gaining wider notoriety as a 
means to assist individuals and societies adjusting to new circumstances, as well as to promote 
economic development’. The success of a social entrepreneur depends on properly addressing 
the social need(s) their organisation encompasses. Social entrepreneurs are increasingly adopting 
the strategies, concepts, and practices of the business world to better develop their organisation 
(Dees and Anderson, 2003). Social entrepreneurs realise that their operations must run efficiently 
if goals are going to be met. In order for social entrepreneurs to achieve their goals, they must be 
able to attain a viable amount of financial resources (Thompson et al., 2000). Reasonable price 
and quality are key elements that consumers expect just as they would in any other business. In 
today’s global economy, social organisations may not be able to be run as they were in the past 
(Carraher and Welsh, 2015). The distinguishing features between a non-profit organisation and a 
for-profit organisation are becoming more blurred than they were in the past. These organisations 
are crossing lines into each other’s sector so that performance and execution improve (Carraher 
et al., 2014). Business entrepreneurs recognise that their venture’s success depends on them 
becoming more socially vigilant, while social entrepreneurs understand they must be more 
innovative and aggressive in attracting resources and warding off competitors (Carraher and Van 
Auken, 2013; Van Auken and Carraher, 2013). Changes in societal needs, competition, 
government, supply, and finance have compelled social entrepreneurs to improve in all 
operational areas (DeLeon, 1996). Social entrepreneurs should actively prepare and plan for their 
venture to enter new markets, pursue new customers, and combine resources in creative ways 
(Zietlow, 2002). A good business plan should outline all elements of the venture so that those 
involved can develop a clear understanding of the organisation and its purpose in relation to 
wider social issues (Carraher and Welsh, 2015). 
 
Social entrepreneurs are responsible for many governmental changes in public policy with 
respect to social issues but they are not responsible for the creation of social entities within 
government (Waddock and Post, 1991). They may, however, work hand-in-hand with 
government on solving many problems in society. Social entrepreneurs focus on a specific 
societal issue and attempt to improve the issue through the most efficient means possible. In the 
global economic crisis that has occupied the last ten years, social entrepreneurs have had to 
withstand major cuts in government grants and expenditures (Ahmed et al., 2013). Social 
entrepreneurs and their businesses will play an even greater role in being the catalysts for change 
in how we look at the entire sphere of social entrepreneurship and the relationship between the 
economic markets, social programs, funding, and the global economy. Local is now global 
(Carraher et al., 2008; Crocitto et al., 2005), although cultural differences can still be significant 
(Schmid et al., 2015). 
 
1.5 Engaging in a process of adaptation, innovation, and learning 
 
As with traditional entrepreneurship, educational facilities play a critical role in developing 
social entrepreneurs. Even though it takes certain inherent qualities to become a successful 
entrepreneur, education can cultivate one to be better prepared for the challenges that lay ahead 
(Winfield, 2005). As a subject, social entrepreneurship is growing; however, similar to 
entrepreneurship in its infancy, social entrepreneurship is still largely phenomenon-driven (Mair 
and Marti, 2006). The influence of education and other matters concerning social 
entrepreneurship are increasing and becoming more widespread because society warrants that 
business acknowledges its significance (Mas-Tur and Bolufer, 2015; Sfeir-Younis, 2002). 
 
With that in mind, in 2007 the faculty team of Dianne Welsh, Norris Krueger, Debbie Brock, and 
Susan Steiner conducted a survey to discover how SE is being taught in schools. We asked 
faculty to describe what drives or blocks the initiation of social entrepreneurship courses, what 
most influences course formats, and whether they use experiential, service-based, or case-based 
methods, and the influence they thought these courses had on changing students’ mindsets. We 
content analysed almost 300 syllabi from social entrepreneurship classes from around the world 
and discovered that most courses are project-based – that is, instructors typically require students 
either to engage the community through real-world projects or design viable ventures of their 
own. Also, most courses place very little emphasis on innovation or ethics, unless they include a 
heavy dose of sustainability. However, we found a wide variety of approaches faculty are taking 
to teaching social entrepreneurship. In other words, what is taught and how it is taught can be 
highly idiosyncratic – that is, there are no shared mental models. We found that faculty with no 
entrepreneurship training are significantly less likely to use the experiential pedagogies that 
entrepreneurship-trained faculty take for granted. Instructors who view social entrepreneurs as 
social activists who happen to have business ventures will teach their courses much differently 
than instructors who see such individuals as entrepreneurs whose missions are primarily social. 
 
There is an identity crisis that seems to divide the field of social entrepreneurship. 42% of our 
respondents believe that SE should, in fact, be its own field. They argue that it possesses a 
unique set of characteristics and research agendas that cut across sociology, public policy, social 
work, urban and community development, education, and business. 58% believe SE should be 
taught as part of their schools’ general entrepreneurship programs. Education is gradually 
responding as the field of social entrepreneurship evolves (Welsh and Krueger, 2009). 
 
However, to date, there is not an accepted measure of social entrepreneurship. This is a major 
issue to compare results to move the field forward. In 2012 and 2013, Carraher examined 210 of 
the most cited papers, journal articles, and books on social entrepreneurship in an effort to 
identify a reliable and valid measure of social entrepreneurship. He failed to find a generalisable 
measure of social entrepreneurship that was both valid and reliable. Therefore, one of the authors 
developed a measure to test using the most widely cited source used to provide a definition of 
social entrepreneurship – an unpublished paper produced by the Kauffman Center for 
Entrepreneurial Leadership (Dees, 1998). Initially, Carraher (2012) created a seven-item scale 
but then after receiving more than a dozen comments he created a longer and revised version of 
the scale which contained 11 items. Here, we examine the validity and reliability of the longer 
version of the scale (see Table 1) with the following three hypotheses: 
 
1 we hypothesise that the 11 items shall be unidimensional; 
2 we hypothesise that the scale shall possess adequate levels of convergent 
validity; and 
3 we hypothesise that the scale shall possess adequate levels of divergent validity. 
 
Table 1 Social entrepreneurship scale 
1 I am adopting a mission to create social value (not just private value). 
2 I am recognising new opportunities to serve my mission. 
3 I am engaging in a process of continuous adaptation related to my mission. 
4 I am acting boldly without being limited by resources currently in hand in the fulfilment of 
my mission. 
5 I am relentlessly pursuing new opportunities to serve my mission. 
6 I am caring deeply about the outcomes created by the fulfilment of my mission. 
7 I seek to be a ‘world changer’ through the accomplishment of my mission. 
8 I am adopting a mission to sustain social value (not just private value). 
9 I am engaging in a process of continuous innovation related to my mission. 
10 I am exhibiting a heightened sense of accountability to the constituencies served by my 
mission. 
11 I am engaging in a process of continuous learning related to my mission. 
 
2 Methodology 
 
2.1 Sample 
 
We collected data on two samples for this study. The first sample has an average age of 49 and 
includes 282 social entrepreneurs. The second sample includes 170 non-social entrepreneurs with 
an average age of 52. A test of their average ages showed that the two samples did not differ at 
the 0.05 level of significance. In the two samples, 51% were males and 49% were females. Both 
groups of entrepreneurs attended training on entrepreneurship lead by the first author and over 
90% of both samples chose to complete the surveys during the training. 
 
2.2 Instruments 
 
The first instrument is the 11-item social entrepreneurship scale by Carraher (2013). He found 
that it had a coefficient alpha reliability estimate of 0.944 for a sample of healthcare 
professionals. Combining the two samples, the scale has a coefficient alpha reliability estimate of 
0.943. It has a coefficient alpha reliability estimate of 0.910 in the sample of general 
entrepreneurs and 0.950 in the sample of social entrepreneurs. 
 
The second instrument was Brayfield and Rothe’s (1951) 13-item Index of Job Satisfaction. 
Individuals used a five-point Likert scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree) 
to respond to statements including: ‘I definitely like my work’, ‘My work is pretty interesting’, 
and ‘I find real enjoyment in my work’. We believe that both social and regular entrepreneurs 
should enjoy and be satisfied with their work so we believe that there should not be meaningful 
differences between social entrepreneurship and job satisfaction (Miller et al., 2012; Welsh and 
Krueger, 2013) 
 
The third instrument is concerned with intergroup relationships and was measured using 
Hemphill’s (1956) 12-item viscidity index. Individuals used a five-point Likert scale ranging 
from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree) to respond to statements including: ‘There is 
constant bickering among my team members’ (reverse scored) and ‘Team members know that 
each one looks out for the other members as well as for him/herself’. We believe that owing to 
the social nature of social entrepreneurship that there should be a strong correlation between 
intergroup relations and social entrepreneurship (Welsh and Krueger, 2013). 
 
3 Results 
 
Initially we factor analysed the results from the two samples and then the combined sample. As 
shown in Table 2, in all three cases the instrument is one-dimensional and the single dimension 
explains over 50% of the variance (Fornell and Larcker, 1981; Sethi and Carraher, 1993). In 
Table 3, we have factor analysed the social entrepreneurship and job satisfaction items in order 
to examine the divergent validity of the social entrepreneurship scale (Scarpello and Carraher, 
2008; Sturman and Carraher, 2007). As shown, there is a clear two-dimensional structure. 
 
In Table 4, we have correlated social entrepreneurship, job satisfaction, and intergroup 
relationships in order to examine both convergent and divergent validity for the social 
entrepreneurship scale (Campbell and Fiske, 1959). As shown, there is a correlation of 0.173 
between social entrepreneurship and job satisfaction, while social entrepreneurship and 
intergroup relations have a correlation of 0.629. Going a step further, we performed a t-test in 
order to examine the differences between general entrepreneurs and social entrepreneurs and 
found significant differences (t = 6.627) for the social entrepreneurship scale and the intergroup 
relations scale (t = 3.889) at the 0.05 level but not for gender, age, or job satisfaction. Thus, we 
provide beginning support for the convergent and divergent validities of the social 
entrepreneurship scale (Carraher and Buckley, 1996; Carraher et al., 1999; Carraher et al., 2000; 
Scarpello and Carraher, 2008; Sturman and Carraher, 2007). 
 
Table 2 Factor analysis results 
 
TABLE 2 IS OMITTED FROM THIS FORMATTED DOCUMENT 
 
Table 3 Factor analysis for discriminate validity 
 
Job satisfaction & social entrepreneurship 
Pattern matrix (a) 
Component 
 
 1 2 
JS1 0.033 –0.704 
JS2 0.182 0.554 
JS3 –0.015 –0.702 
JS4 0.377 –0.504 
JS5 0.047 0.721 
JS6 –0.124 –0.374 
JS7 0.054 0.739 
JS8 –0.090 –0.328 
JS9 0.128 –0.838 
JS10 0.205 –0.494 
JS11 0.522 –0.565 
JS12 0.411 –0.712 
JS13 0.051 0.635 
Q47 0.724 0.235 
Q48 0.717 –0.007 
Q49 0.684 0.055 
Q50 0.762 0.007 
Q51 0.760 –0.198 
Q52 0.805 –0.152 
Q53 0.893 –0.031 
Q54 0.854 0.156 
Q55 0.862 0.160 
Q56 0.757 –0.097 
Q57 0.854 0.072 
Note: (a) Extraction method: principal component analysis; rotation method: Oblimin 
with Kaiser normalisation. 
 
 
 
 
Table 4 Correlations of social entrepreneurship, job satisfaction, & interrelationships 
  Social 
entrepreneurship 
Job satisfaction 
scale 
Interrelationship 
scale 
Social 
entrepreneurship 
Pearson correlation 1 0.173* 0.629* 
Sig. (two-tailed)  0.000 0.000 
Job satisfaction 
scale 
Pearson correlation 0.173* 1 0.371* 
Sig. (two-tailed) 0.000  0.000 
Interrelationship 
scale 
Pearson correlation 0.629* 0.371*  
Sig. (two-tailed) 0.000 0.000  
Note: * Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (two-tailed). 
 
4 Discussion 
 
Certain characteristics, challenges, and the desire to benefit society are motivational factors that 
may lead one to become a social entrepreneur (Mort et al., 2003). In other words, social 
entrepreneurs must actively balance different issues that are all relative to the organisation and its 
mission in order to enhance society’s well-being. Social entrepreneurs must identify social 
opportunities and create ways to pursue those opportunities. They must be able to compete 
effectively and make decisions that will benefit the organisation and society. Many other people 
understand that the world is rapidly changing and organisations must be flexible if they want to 
remain successful in the future (Smothers et al., 2010). Social entrepreneurs understand this and 
recognise an increasing societal need for their visions. They have a social mission and 
distinguish themselves from those individuals who participate in community or social groups by 
initiating some form of new activity or venture to achieve social objectives towards that mission 
(Harding, 2004). Social entrepreneurs attempt to pursue their mission through economic and 
social means. They do not restrict themselves to what others define them as (Lasprogata and 
Cotton, 2003). They must not forget that the social mission rather than the profit motive was 
their principal purpose for initiating the venture (Dees and Anderson, 2003). 
 
Although many social entrepreneurs pursue their visions through non-profit organisations, 
organisational resource levels (Stan et al., 2014) and organizational structure do not constrain 
them (Roberts and Woods, 2005). While true to some extent, the global social market appears to 
be still in high demand for socially focused businesses and social entrepreneurs (Drayton, 2005). 
The future of social entrepreneurship will be challenging yet rewarding and may be the key to 
successfully changing economies worldwide, especially in emerging economies. Many other 
countries are also adopting a liberal ideology of less government involvement with respect to the 
economy and society (Sharir and Lerner, 2006). These factors open up opportunities for 
individuals to fulfil dreams of living a meaningful existence and accomplishing something 
significant. Social entrepreneurship invigorates society in ways that conventional 
entrepreneurship might not by examining specific societal problems and addressing those 
problems through creative, innovative, and social-specified activities. While conventional 
entrepreneurship may aid with society’s problems during its quest for profits, social 
entrepreneurship facilitates social enterprise as its chief purpose for existence. 
 
Acknowledgement of social entrepreneurship as a contribution but not a solution to society’s 
problems is critical for understanding its role in the social sciences. The intention of social 
entrepreneurship is not to directly solve problems but to spur other efforts at problem-solving by 
increasing awareness of the problem and beginning to make linkages among organisations that 
did not previously exist (Waddock and Post, 1991). Eventually, solutions to society’s problems 
may transpire through changes that evolve through social entrepreneurs; however, one must 
understand that social entrepreneurship is just now beginning to define itself. Full 
comprehension will emerge as social entrepreneurs further distinguish themselves and 
successfully contribute to society’s well-being. The first step is a valid and reliable measure of 
social entrepreneurship. We found support for all three hypotheses as well as significant 
differences between social and non-social entrepreneurs on the social entrepreneurship scale. 
 
Initially these results should be replicated with other samples. Once the instrument has been 
further validated it can be used in order to examine what factors might differentially increase the 
likelihood to be a social or non-social entrepreneur. The current research is limited in terms of 
the sample characteristics so it is possible that different results might occur with different mean 
group differences in terms of gender, age, experience as an entrepreneur, education or country of 
origin (Welsh and Krueger, 2013). 
 
Future research should examine potential personality differences, ethical and value differences, 
as well as cultural differences, and how they might be related to social entrepreneurship. 
Examining personality differences research should be performed which would examine the Big 
Five personality factors (Carraher et al., 2009), the Big Nine personality factors from Project A 
(Hough, 1992), the 16 PF (Cattell and Eber, 1969), or Eysenck’s (1991) three-dimensional model 
and their relationships to social entrepreneurship. Ethical and value models which might prove 
fruitful for exploration include the models of Forsyth (1980), Inglehart’s (1997) cultural change 
model, Rokeach Values model (Rokeach, 1973), Allport Values model (Allport et al., 1960) and 
Schwartz’s (1994) model of values. The major cultural differences models which might be 
beneficial to examine include Hofstede’s (1980) national culture model, the GLOBE model 
(House et al., 2004) or Huntington’s (1993) model of civilisations, although we would suggest 
using a more broad version of Huntington’s model (Toynbee, 1946; Voss and Murphy, 
2011/2012). 
 
It could be constructive to examine individual differences such as differences in cognitive 
abilities, behaviours, and background experiences. In the area of cognitive abilities differences in 
intelligence, cognitive complexity, cognitive differentiation, sustained attention, cognitive 
flexibility, creativity, and cognitive processing speed (Carraher and Buckley, 1996; Sturman and 
Carraher, 2007). In the area of personal experiences research on biographical data or biodata 
(Carraher et al., 2009) should prove fruitful at providing insights into what individual 
background experiences might be related to social entrepreneurship behaviours, actions, and 
outcomes. Biodata research should also be able to provide excellent guidance as to where to 
examine what family backgrounds might lead to increased social entrepreneurial behaviour 
(Carraher et al., 2009). 
 
Using the various facets of social entrepreneurship it could also be a good idea to examine which 
facets might play a larger part in terms of outcomes and results from social entrepreneurship. As 
we previously have said (Carraher et al., 2015) Dees (1998) saw social entrepreneurs as 
individuals who serve as change agents or world changers that have a clear mission, take action, 
are involved in active education and innovation related to that mission, are not limited by the 
resources they currently possess and have a sense of accountability to those served and the 
outcomes created in terms of the fulfilment of their missions. Each of these facets may be related 
in different ways to the outcomes and success for social entrepreneurs and should be explored 
empirically in future research. 
 
5 Conclusion 
 
In the current study, we use a sample of social entrepreneurs and general entrepreneurs in order 
to examine the reliability and validity of a new measure of social entrepreneurship. We find 
support for the convergent and divergent validity of the instrument as well as differences 
between social entrepreneurs and general entrepreneurs. We also find very good levels of 
internal consistency for the scale. Social entrepreneurship is an important field for research. The 
Social Entrepreneurship instrument can provide a useful standardised instrument for researchers. 
Future research should test the instrument in different countries and under different conditions to 
further develop the validity and reliability of the instrument. 
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